Surveys are a commonly used means of measuring transparency levels, but are potentially 2 vulnerable to perceptual biases. This study sought to examine perceptual differences by the respondents' identities as general citizens or public employees, and the possible negative perceptions one group may have towards the other concerning responses to a survey-based measure of transparency. The survey was designed on the basis of existing literature, suggesting that transparency has up to six facets. Two samples were taken, from citizens who visited district offices to file civil applications during the survey period, and public employees involved in processing these applications. A total of 472 surveys were used for analysis: 233 citizens and 239 public employees. The results indicated the two groups had different understandings of transparency; data from public employees produced a three-factor solution, which was labeled as Efficiency, Reliability, and Access. For citizens, a two-factor solution was a better fit, with the factors being described as Accessibility (a wider notion than Access) and Utility. The findings suggest that public employees adopt a somewhat technical view of transparency, whereas citizens have more practical concerns about it. Only citizens' unfavorable perception of public employees had a negative influence on the level of transparency. This study contributes to the understanding of how public employees and citizens have qualitatively different perceptions of transparency.
should be "complete, relevant, verifiable, accurate, balanced, comparable, clear, timely, reliable, and accessible." When discussing transparencies of public service, Vishwanath and Kaufmann (2001) identified five attributes: accessibility, comprehensiveness, relevance, quality, and reliability.
Most instruments developed to gauge transparency were for subjective assessments. For example, Bauhr and Grimes (2012) Hollyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland (2014) suggested a transparency index based on information available on local government official websites. Esteller-Moré and Otero (2012) developed the index of fiscal transparency computed by identifying whether a municipality has provided the required budgetary information on the Internet. da Cruz et al. (2015: 10) stated that the use of surveys in assessing transparency levels entails the problem of self-administered responses and, in turn, of inconsistencies with "the actual level of transparency."
Identity, Self-interest, and Biased Views
The results of transparency surveys may be influenced by respondents' identities. Vadera, Aguilera, and Caza (2009: 559) stated, "identity is rooted in the very core of one's being" (as cited in Erikson, 1964) , and stressed that identity affects a person's cognition, judgments, and behaviors. Identity has been identified as a typical source of self-serving bias in a survey, which is the tendency for people to interpret information in ways that serve their own interests. This occurs "where an individual's preferences affect his beliefs in an optimistic direction, one favoring his own payoff" (Kaplan & Ruffle, 1998: 243) . Most people tend to have a bias in self-assessment, believing they are "above average" in their abilities and performance (Zábojník, 2004; Mezulis, Abramson, Hyde, & Hankin, 2004) . This bias often appears as the result of the efforts to increase or protect one's self-esteem (Felson, 1981) . It operates in eliciting judgments of performance via a survey, and tends to be greater especially when not enough information is given, or the criteria are unclear for assessing performance.
The relationship between the principal and the agent, which is used widely in the study of performance management in the public sector, is a special arrangement in which principals and agents differ in their interests (Heinrich & Marschke, 2010: 187) . Agents are likely to perceive that they are trying fully to meet the principals' expectations, while principals are seldom satisfied with the agents' performances. Public employees are likely to report a higher perceived transparency for several reasons. First, when administering the system, they are aware of more channels and procedures to disclose information produced by the government, and thus may estimate a higher level of transparency than citizens. Second, their identity as public employees would be threatened by acknowledging that they worked for an institution that had poor transparency, consequently reporting higher levels of transparency than actually exist. Agents are likely to inflate their own performance, while the principals who pay for it might query or dispute this performance.
Negative Perceptions
Negative perceptions are also likely to foster a biased report of transparency between citizens and government, which is often based on opposing needs or demands. Dissatisfaction with and mistrust of each other promote negative perceptions, which lead to a bias in an unfavorable direction. On the other hand, a favorable perception in a dyad relationship may also have a significant impact on performance ratings (Lefkowitz, 2000: 69; Varma & Pichler, 2007; Varma, Pichler, & Srinivas, 2005; Lefkowitz & Battista, 1995) . According to Marvel performance through "repeated exposure to anti-public sector messages," and as a result, people "automatically and unconsciously associate public sector organizations with inefficiency, inflexibility, and other pejoratives." The negative views of such citizens may influence individuals to further downgrade performance in the public sector to lower than it actually is.
Hypotheses
Based on the previous literature reviews on the relationships between transparency, identity, and negative perception, along with the aims of this study, the following hypotheses were tested:
Hypothesis 1 (H1): A person's identity (citizen vs. public employee) will influence his or her reports of perceived transparency.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Citizens will tend to perceive lower levels of transparency in public service than public employees.
Hypothesis 3 (H3): A person's negative perception (citizen vs. public employee) towards the other will influence his or her reports of perceived transparency.
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Citizens with increased negative perceptions towards public employees will perceive lower levels of transparency in public service.
Methods

Research Design and Data Collection
We selected administration of civil applications as a particularly appropriate site for the study, being that it is a process in which systems must be rigorously transparent to prevent corruption in government (Cho & Choi, 2004) . The research design, in which two samples were taken from citizens who visited district offices to file civil applications during the survey period and the public employees involved in processing these applications, allowed us to analyze differences in perceived transparency between citizens and public employees, and thus to assess the influence of identity and negative perceptions of each group. Both parties were directly involved in the process so we could be confident these perceptions were grounded in actual experience. Data were collected from three districts (Yeongdeungpo-Gu, Seodaemun-Gu, and Gangdong-Gu) that were randomly selected out of the 25 autonomous districts of the Seoul Metropolitan Government, South Korea. After gaining permission from the district offices, two investigators visited them to distribute and collect the surveys. Faceto-face surveys were administered to a total of 600 individuals: 300 citizens and 300 public employees; 200 individuals from each district. Participants were assured of confidentiality, and it was explained that the data would be used for academic purposes only. Data gathering was completed in July 2010. Of the 600 citizens and public employees that were approached to participate, 485 completed a survey, giving a response rate of 80.8%; removing incomplete surveys resulted in a total of 472 surveys for analysis: 233 citizens and 239 public employees. Table 1 provides detailed demographic information on the sample. There were some demographic differences between the two sub-samples. For example, public employees were more likely to hold 4-year university and post-graduate degrees.
Nonetheless, the results were considered to have appropriately represented demographic samples of both citizens and public employees.
Measures
Scholars have developed various indexes for measuring different kinds of transparencies, including transparencies in websites (Hollyer, Rosendorff, & Vreeland, 2014; Pina, Torres, & Royo, 2007) , budget or fiscal transparencies (Caamat or fiscal tal., 2013; Heald, 2003) , local government transparencies (da Cruz et al., 2015) , transparencies in service provision (Vishwanath & Kaufmann, 2001) , and organizational or government transparencies (Bauhr & Grimes, 2012; Rawlins, 2009) . Since the purpose of this study was to measure perceived transparencies of government provisions of public services, a scale was developed that comprised 18 questionnaire items, drawing on Vishwanath and Kaufmann's (2001: 42) conceptual definition of transparency in providing services. The 18 items comprised three for each of the six attributes of transparency: access, comprehensiveness, timeliness, relevance, quality, and reliability. Public employees and citizens were invited to respond to these items as they related to the transparency of the Gu Office administration of civil applications on a five-point scale, where 5 = strongly agree and 1 = strongly disagree (Table 2) . Table 2 Question Items for Transparency
Attributes Items
Access t1 Few expenses are needed for citizens to get information.
t2 Citizens can readily access necessary information anywhere.
t3 The information is available when needed.
Comprehensiveness t4
The Office provides information that is easy to understand.
t5 Clear explanations are given.
t6 Application instructions are easy to follow.
Timeliness t7
Citizens can confirm the status of their application at any time.
t8 The Office provides information when changes are made.
t9 The information is provided in a timely fashion.
Relevance t10 Civil application guides include all needed information.
t11
The Office provides information that is essential for the applicants.
t12
The disclosed information is relevant to citizens in helping them not to make mistakes in their applications.
Quality t13
The disclosed information is complete.
t14 The Office provides information that is accurate.
t15 There are seldom flaws in the information.
Reliability t16
The information is largely trustworthy.
t17 The information is correct.
t18 The Office provides information that is reliable.
First, an exploratory factor analysis for a total sample of 472 responses was completed in order to test the scale's validity of transparency and to uncover the factor structure underlying that transparency. The results are shown in Table 3 . Data from the whole sample gave a two-factor solution having an eigenvalue of > 1.0, where factor F1 was labeled as Information Quality and F2 as Access, while a total of seven items were eliminated because they failed to meet the minimum criterion of having a factor loading of .4 or above. The proportion of variance accounted for by these two factors was 66.73%. Cronbach's α values for the two factors, commonly used as a measure of internal consistency, were .916 and .833, respectively. To identify whether there were systematic differences between citizens and public employees in how they responded to a survey-based measure of transparency, factor structures were examined using an exploratory factor analysis on each of the two sub-groups. The results are shown in Table 4 . The results of the factor analysis revealed that data from public employees alone produced a three-factor solution: F1 = Efficiency, F2 = Reliability, and F3 = Access. For citizens, a two-factor solution was a better fit, with the factors referred to as F1 = Accessibility (a wider notion than Access) and F2 = Utility. The factor structures of the two groups differed from each other and those of the whole sample. The factor analysis produced an apparently robust two-factor solution, but a three-factor solution emerged in the sample of public employees.
Another two-factor solution (differing from that for the whole sample) emerged for the subsample of citizens. This result suggested that the two groups used different dimensions when perceiving transparency of the same public service.
Previous literature on negative perceptions between two or more individuals or groups has suggested two primary dimensions: relationship and task (Solansky, Singh, & Huang, 2014: 83; Szulanski et al., 2008: 467) . When one individual or group has a negative perception of the other, they are prone to underestimate their counterpart in terms of relationship and task.
To measure negative perception, 10 items were created. Each dimension of relationship and task was comprised of five items, drawing on previously developed conflict scales (Rahim, 1983) . After instructing the public employees to indicate their perceptions of citizens who visit district offices for the public service of civil applications, we asked them to respond to 10 questions on a five-point scale (5 = strongly agree, … and 1 = strongly disagree). This was repeated with the citizens who visited to file their applications, asking about their perceptions of the public employees. The items are shown in Table 5 . Table 5 Question Items for Negative Perception
Items
Relationship
Public employees (or citizen applicants):
c1 They tend to be not favorable to me.
c2 They sometimes make me feel unpleasant.
c3 They are not my supporters.
c4 They have different views from mine.
c5 They are in opposition to me. Task c6 They tend not to agree with my opinions about the work.
c7 They use different standards.
c8 They have different interests from mine.
c9 They hardly cooperate with me.
c10 They are in conflict with me.
A factor analysis was run to explore the underlying structures of the 10 items developed to measure negative perceptions. Contrary to our expectation that two clusters of itemsrelationship and task-would be identified, only one component was extracted, which explained 70.11% of the variance. The reliability α for the items of a factor (n of items = 10) was .952. The responses to the 10 items were averaged to form a variable of negative perception.
Results
To examine the magnitude and direction of the association between the variables, a Pearson's correlation analysis was performed. Table 6 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables. 
Effects of Respondent Identity on Transparency
As noted above, we found public employees and citizens had qualitatively different understandings of the level of transparency. Responses from public employees indicated a three-factor solution (Efficiency, Reliability, and Access), while those from citizens produced a two-factor solution (Accessibility and Utility). These results showed a significant difference between citizens and public employees with regards to their perceptions of transparency. The results supported H1 (a person's identity, citizen vs. public employee, will influence his or her reports of perceived transparency). This study examined in more detail whether citizens, compared to public employees, perceived lower levels of transparency in public service, cross-correlating the means of the two groups in terms of perceived transparency. The means of the three dimensions (Efficiency, Reliability, and Access) for public employees was greater than those of the two dimensions (Accessibility, Utility) for citizens, and high enough to ensure a significance. H2 (citizens will tend to perceive lower levels of transparency in public service than public employees) predicted that citizens have fewer positive perceptions regarding the transparency of public service than public employees do.
This hypothesis was supported.
Effects of a Negative Perception on Transparency
Before testing the effects of a negative perception on transparency, we also compared the means of negative perception between the two groups (citizens and public employees) to identify which group was more negatively perceived by the other. When first running the Levene's test for equality of variances, the two groups were found to be equal (F = .411, p = .522), so a t-test was run with an assumption of equality. The results showed a significant difference between citizens and public employees in their negative perceptions of each other. The mean negative perception of public employees was 2.93, while that of citizens was 2.58, and the mean difference between the two groups was .35 (t = 4.379, p < .001). This suggests the view that public employees rate citizens more negatively than vice versa, at least with regard to the public service of civil applications. To analyze the effects of negative perception, we performed a linear regression analysis, controlling for demographic variables. Table 9 details the results of the regressions of negative perception on three types of transparency. Note. The figures in parentheses are standardized regression coefficients.
See Table 4 for the three types of transparencies. When three types of transparencies were regressed on independent variables, only the Reliability model, which represents the reliability of government information provided to the public, was significant (F = 3.691, p = .006). The variance explained was .043, and PNP (public employees' negative perception towards citizens) was significant but negatively associated with perceived transparency (b = −.101, p < .05). This indicates that public employees tend to rate the level of transparency higher (reliability of information provided by themselves) when their negative perception towards citizens is low. Table 10 presents the regression results of citizens' negative perceptions towards public employees on two types of transparencies. Note. The figures in parentheses are standardized regression coefficients.
See Table 4 for the two types of transparency. Unlike the results from the analysis of public employees, both the Accessibility and Utility models of data from citizens were significant. In the Accessibility model, the variance explained was .110 (F = 8.151, p < .001). The more negative the perception civil applicants had towards public employees, the lower they rated the level of transparency regarding the accessibility to provided information (b = −.299, p < .001). The Utility model that represents usefulness of information was also significant (F = 6.910, p < .001), with about 9% of the variance explained. Controlling for other variables, negative perception was a significant predictor of Utility (b = −.234, p < .001). In the two models, civil applicants' unfavorable perception towards public employees had negative effects on the perceived level of transparency. Compared with Table 9 , the results showed that civil applicants' negative perceptions decreased their perceived level of transparency more than vice versa. H3
predicted that between principal and agent, a person's negative perception (citizen vs. public employee) towards the other will influence his or her reports of perceived transparency.
According to the regression results, H3 was partially supported for public employees, but fully supported for citizens. Hypothesis H4 predicted that citizens with more negative perceptions towards public employees will perceive lower levels of transparency in the public service; this was supported. The results of this analysis showed that the effects of negative perceptions on transparency differed between the samples of public employees and citizens. In addition, the influence of citizens' negative perception towards public employees on perceived levels of transparency was greater than that of the public employees' negative perception towards citizens.
Discussion
The findings reveal that the two groups do indeed respond differently to a survey-based measure of governmental transparency. The sample of public employees used three dimensions to understand transparency-Efficiency, Reliability, and Access-while citizens described transparency in two dimensions of Accessibility (a wider notion than access) and Utility. In some cases, the items were loaded onto similar factors for both samples, but in other cases it is clear that they had different or almost opposing meanings; for example, items 8 and 9 loaded on Efficiency for public employees but on Accessibility for citizens; items 11 and 12 loaded on Efficiency for public employees but on Utility for citizens. Furthermore, public employees had more favorable views of transparency than citizens. In contrast, citizens reported lower ratings of transparency when compared to public employees, in responding to the same items about the administration of civil applications. Concerning negative perception, public employees rated citizens more negatively than vice versa.
Citizens' negative views towards public employees produced a perception of lower transparency. Of the three types of transparency from the sample of public employees, only the Reliability model significantly presented the effect of negative perception on transparency, while both models from the sample of citizens were significant. This indicated that citizens' negative perceptions towards public employees had a consistently negative and much greater influence on the level of transparency than public employees' negative perceptions towards citizens. These results will be valuable and will offer new insights into the study of measuring and improving transparency. If participants (as citizens or public employees) interpret the items differently, then it becomes much more difficult to compare their responses. The findings also suggest that public employees adopt a somewhat technical view of transparency, whereas citizens have more practical concerns about it.
The survey method is claimed to offer greater validity and reliability than qualitative methods. A key element is its assumed consistency; all participants are asked to respond to the same items with the same choices of answer. It is believed that a survey method produces the exact attributes of a population if a sufficiently large number of people answer the survey.
However, this study shows that when a survey method is used to measure levels of transparency, responses could be significantly refracted through respondents' identity of general citizens or public employees, and through the negative perceptions between the two groups that notably worked in a principal-agent relationship. To use a survey method as a valid method for data gathering, researchers should understand such perceptual biases stemming from subjectivity. This study also suggests how governments will be able to improve the level of transparency. Some scholars contend that society requires an optimal level of transparency (Heald, 2003; Cornand, 2008) . The results of this study suggest that the optimal level in perceived transparency will differ depending on who evaluates it. Public employees may think that transparency has reached an optimal level already, while citizens may think it is still lower than the level they desire. This implies that the optimal level of transparency in public service can be reached by a different approach according to dimensions of transparency. Our results suggest that where the main objective is to increase levels of transparency assessed by citizens' views, it would make sense to focus resources on activities that might improve accessibility and utility-the two dimensions that citizens used in perceiving transparency. The effects of negative perception that public employees have towards citizens were partially significant when evaluating their own performance, whereas the negative perceptions of citizens towards public employees had a higher negative influence on transparency for the same government service. In this case, creating a positive feeling towards public service will help. One fundamental approach would be to develop public service motivation in which the motivation of public employees-identified by their commitment to the public interest, compassion, and willingness for self-sacrificecontributes to the sharing of their knowledge with others in the interests of serving the public (Chen & Hsieh, 2015) . Another (more direct) way is to create a favorable feeling by promoting citizen involvement in the Internet and mobile space, which is widely known to be an effective means of accessibility to government information (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010; Pina, Torres, & Royo, 2007; Grimmelikhuijsen & Welch, 2012) .
Conclusions
Recently, many governments have sought to increase the volume of information they release to the public (Pina, Torres, & Royo, 2007; Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010) . The next step will be to assess their progress by measuring transparency. However, few studies have addressed how to measure transparency and its limitations. This study sheds light on the limitations of survey-based measurements of transparency, showing that evaluations of transparency by citizens or public employees may differ if the citizen or public employee is affected by an identity and/or negative perception. Wang and Gianakis (1999) opined that performance measures are often invalid, in that public officials do not assess the activities or the results of governmental service simply. This applies when citizens perceive transparency levels. Although agreeing that an identity is likely to affect responses, Kaplan and Ruffle (1998) contended that there is a lack of evidence to support the bias assumption since alternative interpretations are possible. According to the authors, even though public employees perceived higher transparency, this might be due to the effect of their motives to increase the degree of their esteem or acts of bettering their performance in situations in which their work may be neglected (called the self-enhancement effect) but not of the effect of bias. Accordingly, contextual factors need to be examined in future studies. The data used for the analysis in this study were collected from citizens who had actual experience in perceiving transparency from visiting an office of civil applications. One limitation of the study is that the findings may not be generalizable to people who didn't have such encounters due to the effects of various contextual factors on them; these factors govern the situations in which our survey was conducted.
